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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Arguments 
Upon further consideration during the Appeal Conference held in light of the Appeal 
Brief filed on 1 1/18/2005, the Examiner realizes that the Hong et al. reference contains every 
limitation that Applicants are claiming in various claims. Therefore, claims 1-2, 4, 6-9, and 13- 
14 are rejected under 35 USC § 102(b) as being fully anticipated by Hong et al. As such the 
finality of the action (mailed 6/20/2005) is withdrawn and a 2 nd Non-final Office Action is issued 
and appears below. 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-28 have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 29-42 
have been fully considered but they are not persuasive, therefore the rejection with regards to 
claims 29-42 is maintained. 

In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine the references, 
the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by combining or modifying the 
teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention where there is some teaching, 
suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the references themselves or in the knowledge 
generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 
USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988) and In re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 
1992). In this case, Tetsuro does not teach away from McManis. Tetsuro teaches "users can 
execute a file attached to a received e-mail message." Furthermore, in the following sentence, 
Tetsuro teaches "the received e-mail message may be the one containing a code to automatically 
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execute a desired function, and it is not necessarily required for the users to manually execute an 
arbitrary action for starting a proper processing" (See Abstract). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

I. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

II. Claims 1-2, 4, 6-9, and 13-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being fully 
anticipated by Hong et al United States Patent No. 5,710,883. 

As per claim 1 : 

Hong et al. teach a method for sharing resources between first and second workstations 
separated by a segment of a public network (col. 3, lines 35-43), comprising the steps of 
transmitting an email message from said first workstation, to said second workstation (col. 3, 
lines 35-43 and 54-63) separated from said first workstation by at least one security measure 
disposed within a destination computing site (col. 3, lines 14-17), and employing a protocol to 
enable said transmitted email message to penetrate said at least one security measure (col. 5, line 
59 - col. 6, line 2); determining, by said second workstation, if an executable command is within 
the script of the email message (col. 3, line 64 - col. 4, line 2); and executing the command if 
within said script of the email message (col. 4, lines 2-8 and col. 5, lines 38-49). 
As per claim 2: 
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Hong et al. further teach the method of claim 1 wherein the Simple Mail Transfer 
Protocol is used as the specific protocol (col. 5, line 66 - col. 6, line 2). 
As per claim 4: 

Hong et al. further teach the method of claim 1 where executing step comprises the step 
of performing an operation on data other than said transmitted message (col. 5, lines 38-43). 
As per claim 6: 

Hong et al. further teach the method of claim 1 where said at least one security measure is 
a firewall (col. 5, lines 59-62). 
As per claim 7: 

Hong et al. further teach the method of claim 6 further comprising disposing said 
destination computing site within a controlled-access network (col. 5, lines 59-62). Although the 
term "controlled-access network" is not explicitly stated Hong et al. teach the use of a security 
firewall which separates the destination computing site from the Internet, thus is identical to a 
"controlled-access network." 
As per claim 8: 

Hong et al. further teach the method of claim 7 further comprising disposing said firewall 
in between said public network and said controlled-access network (col. 5, lines 59-62). 
As per claim 9: 

Hong et al. further teach the method of claim 7 further comprising attaching an 
executable file to said message (col. 5, lines 1-14) wherein said executing step comprises the step 
of executing said attached executable file (col. 5, lines 31-49). 
As per claim 13: 
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Hong et al. further teach a method of claim 1 wherein said executing step comprises 
performing an operation on a document attached to said message (col. 5, lines 35-49). 
As per claim 14: 

Hong et al. further teach a method of claim 1 wherein said executing step comprises 
performing an operation on a document resident within said destination computing site (col. 5, 
lines 45-47). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

III. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

IV. Claims 5 and 15-27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hong 
et al United States Patent No. 5,710,883 and further in view of McManis United States Patent 
No. 5,680,461. 

As per claim 5: 

Hong et al. substantially teach the method as applied to claim 1 above. Not explicitly 
disclosed is the method further comprising the step of at said second workstation, verifying an 
identity of said first workstation. However, McManis teaches that a second workstation can 
verify the identity of the first workstation in order to ensure that the source of the email is valid. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious because a person having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify the method disclosed in Hong et al. for the WWW 



Application/Control Number: 09/774,844 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2137 

server's security firewall to verify the source/identity of the first workstation. The modification 
of the firewall verifying the identity of the first workstation at the second workstation, i.e. the 
WWW server, would have been obvious because a person in the art at the time the invention was 
made, would have been motivated to do so since McManis suggests that verifying the source of a 
packet is an important for security purposes in col. 4, line 57 - col. 5, line 3. 
As per claim 15: 

Hong et al. substantially teach the means for transmitting an email from a first 
workstation of a plurality of workstations onto said public network (col. 3, lines 35-43); means 
for enabling the transmitted email message to pass through a firewall separating said public 
network from a second workstation (col. 3, lines 14-17 and col. 5, line 59 - col. 6, line 2); means 
for receiving said transmitted email message at said second workstation (col. 3, lines 35-43 and 
54-63); means for executing, at said second workstation, a selected function included in the 
script in the email message (col. 3, line 64 - col. 4, line 2); and means for automatically 
performing said selected function at said second workstation (col. 4, lines 2-8 and col. 5, lines 
38-49). 

Not explicitly disclosed is the system further comprising the step of at said second 
workstation, verifying an identity of said first workstation and performing the function when 
authenticated. However, McManis teaches that a second workstation can verify the identity of 
the first workstation in order to ensure that the source of the email is valid. Therefore, it would 
have been obvious because a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to modify the method disclosed in Hong et al. for the WWW server's security firewall to 
verify the source/identity of the first workstation. The modification of the firewall verifying the 
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identity of the first workstation at the second workstation, i.e. the WWW server, would have 
been obvious because a person in the art at the time the invention was made, would have been 
motivated to do so since McManis suggests that verifying the source of a packet is an important 
for security purposes in col. 4, line 57 - col. 5, line 3. 
As per claim 16: 

Hong et al. and McManis substantially teach the system of claim 15 above. Furthermore, 
Hong et al. teach a method wherein said executing step comprises performing an operation on a 
document resident within said destination computing site (col. 5, lines 45-47). 
As per claim 17: 

Hong et al. and McManis substantially teach the system of claim 15 above. Hong et al. 
further teach the system wherein the Simple Mail Transfer Protocol is used as the specific 
protocol for enabling communication of said message through said firewall (col. 5, line 66 - col. 
6, line 2). 
As per claim 18: 

Hong et al. and McManis substantially teach the system of claim 15 above. Hong et al. 
further teach the system further comprising a mail server dedicated to said second workstation 
and a means for enabling communication between said dedicated mail server and said second 
workstation (col. 5, lines 15-25). 
As per claim 19: 

Hong et al. and McManis substantially teach the system of claim 15 above. Furthermore, 
McManis teaches the system wherein said means for verifying said authorization comprises 
means for generating a digital signature (see claim 2) at said first workstation (fig. 6, element 
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608) and means for decrypting said digital signature at a firewall connected to a server dedicated 
to a second workstation (fig. 3, element 324 and col. 6, lines 24-46). McManis also teaches that 
the second workstation can have an internal firewall (col. 8, lines 1-17). 
As per claim 20: 

Hong et al. and McManis substantially teach the system of claim 15 above. Hong et al. 
further teach the system wherein said means for automatically performing comprises means for 
running an executable file attached to said message (col. 5, lines 31-49). 
As per claim 2 1 : 

Hong et al. and McManis substantially teach the system of claim 15 above. Furthermore, 
Hong et al. teach the system where means for automatically performing comprises means for 
running an executable file identified in said message and resident in said controlled-access 
network (col. 5, lines 45-47). 
As per claim 22: 

Hong et al. and McManis substantially teach the system of claim 15 above. Furthermore, 
Hong et al. teach the system wherein said executing step comprises performing an operation on a 
document attached to said message (col. 5, lines 35-49). 
As per claim 23: 

Hong et al. substantially teach a system for causing a function to be performed at a 
destination computing site remote from a requesting computing site (col. 3, lines 14-31) 
comprising email composer disposed in communication with a requesting computing site for 
composing a message including a task description (col. 5, lines 1-14); a network link for 
enabling transmission of said composed email message (col. 5, lines 15-25); a mail gateway 
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disposed in communication with said destination computing site for receiving said transmitted 
composed email (col. 5, lines 3 1-34); a mail server dedicated to a destination computing device 
disposed within said destination computing site for identifying said task description (col. 5, lines 
30-49); and means for executing said described task (col. 5, lines 43-49). 

Not explicitly disclosed is the system further comprising the step of at said second 
workstation, verifying an identity of said first workstation and performing the function when 
authenticated. However, McManis teaches that a second workstation can verify the identity of 
the first workstation in order to ensure that the source of the email is valid. Therefore, it would 
have been obvious because a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to modify the method disclosed in Hong et al. for the WWW server's security firewall to 
verify the source/identity of the first workstation. The modification of the firewall verifying the 
identity of the first workstation at the second workstation, i.e. the WWW server, would have 
been obvious because a person in the art at the time the invention was made, would have been 
motivated to do so since McManis suggests that verifying the source of a packet is an important 
for security purposes in col. 4, line 57 - col. 5, line 3. 
As per claim 24: 

Hong et al. and McManis substantially teach the system of claim 23 above. Furthermore, 
McManis teaches the system wherein said authenticating data includes a digital signature (claim 
2). 

As per claim 25: 
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Hong et al. and McManis substantially teach the system of claim 23 above. Furthermore, 
McManis teaches the system wherein said destination computing site is coupled to a local area 
network as depicted by the protected side (109) of fig. 1 . 
As per claim 26: 

Hong et al. and McManis substantially teach the system of claim 23. Furthermore, Hong 
et al. teach the task description is a script having instructions to the means for executing. The 
task description includes executable commands therefore includes instructions for executing (col. 
3, lines 14-53). 
As per claim 27: 

Hong et al. and McManis substantially teach the system of claim 23. Furthermore, Hong 
et al. teach the task description is in the text of the email message. The task description includes 
executable commands and is sent in the email message (col. 3, lines 14-53). 
V. Claims 3 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S. C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hong et 
al United States Patent No. 5,710,883 as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Tetsuro, 
J.P. Pub No. 2000-162926. 
As per claim 3 : 

Hong et al. substantially teach the method of claim 1 above. Not explicitly disclosed is 
the method wherein said step of executing said command causes the second workstation to 
perform one of printing a document attached to the email message, generating a calendar entry 
on the second workstation, and running a diagnostic program on said second workstation. 
However, Tetsuro teaches printing a document attached to the email message as the executing 
step. Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person in the art at the time the invention was 
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made to modify the method disclosed in Hong et al. to print a document attached to the email 
message as the executing step. This modification would have been obvious because a person in 
the art at the time the invention was made, would have been motivated to do so since it is 
suggested by Tetsuro in paragraph 154. 
As per claim 12: 

Hong et al. substantially teach the method of claim 1. Not explicitly disclosed is the 
method wherein said executing step causes said second workstation to print a document attached 
to the email message. However, Tetsuro teaches printing a document attached to the email 
message as the executing step. Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person in the art at 
the time the invention was made to modify the method disclosed in Hong et al. to print a 
document attached to the email message as the executing step. This modification would have 
been obvious because a person in the art at the time the invention was made, would have been 
motivated to do so since it is suggested by Tetsuro in paragraph 154. 

VI. Claims 10-11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hong et al 
United States Patent No. 5,710,883 as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Tanno 
United States Patent No. 5,960,177. 
As per claim 10: 

Hong et al. substantially teaches the method as applied to claim 1 above. Not explicitly 
disclosed is a method wherein said executing step comprises the step of executing a routine 
resident in said controlled-access network identified in said message. However, Tanno 
substantially teaches the execution of a routine resident in said controlled-access network 
identified in said message. Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person in the art at the 
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time the invention was made to modify the method disclosed in Hong et al. to incorporate a 
means to execute a routine resident in the controlled-access network as identified in the message. 
The modification of the message containing a routine to be executed that is resident in the 
controlled-access network would have been obvious because a person in the art at the time the 
invention was made, would have been motivated to do so since it is suggested by Tanno in col. 
10, lines 1-21. 
As per claim 1 1 : 

Hong et al. substantially teaches a method as applied to claim 10. Not explicitly 
disclosed is a method wherein said executing step running a diagnostic program at said second 
workstation. However, Tanno substantially teaches a method wherein said executing step 
running a diagnostic program at said second workstation. Therefore, it would have been obvious 
to a person in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the method disclosed in Hong 
et al. to incorporate a step of running a diagnostic program at said second workstation. This 
modification would have been obvious because a person in the art at the time the invention was 
made, would have been motivated to do so since it is suggested by Tanno in col. 10, lines 22-25. 
VII. Claim 28 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hong et al United 
States Patent No. 5,710,883 and McManis United States Patent No. 5,680,461 as applied to claim 
23 above, and further in view of Tetsuro, J.P. Pub No. 2000-162926. 
As per claim 28: 

Hong et al. and McManis substantially teach the system of claim 23. Not explicitly 
disclosed is the task description having an instruction to print a document attached to the email 
message. However, Tetsuro teaches printing a document attached to the email message as the 
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executing step. Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the method disclosed in Hong et al. and McManis to print a 
document attached to the email message as the executing step. This modification would have 
been obvious because a person in the art at the time the invention was made, would have been 
motivated to do so since it is suggested by Tetsuro in paragraph 154. 
VIII. Claims 29-30, 32-35, 37-39, and 41-42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over McManis U.S. Patent No. 5,680,461 and further in view of Tetsuro J.P. Pub. 
No. 2000-162926. 
As per claim 29: 

McManis substantially teaches a method comprising transmitting an email from a first 
workstation, through a firewall, to a second workstation (fig. 1, elements 102, 105, and 103); and 
automatically executing, at the second workstation, the executable file attached to the email as 
seen in fig. 6, element 632. Not explicitly disclosed by McManis is automatically detecting, by 
the second workstation, if an executable file is attached to the email. However, Tetsuro teaches 
determining whether or not the email contains an executable file attached to it. Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to a person in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the 
method disclosed in McManis to incorporate a step of automatically detecting if an executable 
file is attached to the email at the second workstation. This modification would have been 
obvious because a person in the art at the time the invention was made, would have been 
motivated to do so since it is suggested by Tetsuro in paragraphs 10-11. 
As per claim 30: 
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McManis and Tetsuro substantially teach the method of claim 29. Furthermore, Tetsuro 
teaches the method wherein automatically executing the executable file causes the second 
workstation to print a document attached to the email (par. 154). 
As per claim 32: 

McManis and Tetsuro substantially teach the method of claim 29. Not explicitly 
disclosed by McManis or Tetsuro is the method wherein automatically executing the executable 
file causes the second workstation to print the email. However, Tetsuro teaches the method 
wherein automatically executing the executable file causes the second workstation to print a 
document attached to the email. Furthermore, Tetsuro teaches that the executable command can 
be contained in the body of the email. Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person in the 
art at the time the invention was made to modify the method disclosed in McManis and Tetsuro 
for the executable file to print the email automatically. This modification would have been 
obvious because a person in the art at the time the invention was made, would have been 
motivated to do so since it is suggested by Tetsuro in paragraphs 154 and 28. 
As per claim 33: 

McManis and Tetsuro substantially teach the method of claim 29. Not explicitly 
disclosed by McManis or Tetsuro is the method wherein automatically executing the executable 
file causes the second workstation to execute code already resident on the second workstation. 
However, Tetsuro teaches that mechanical operations can be performed such as measuring a 
system, where the information is resident on the second workstation. Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to a person in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the method 
disclosed in McManis and Tetsuro to execute code already resident on the second workstation. 
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This modification would have been obvious because a person in the art at the time the invention 
was made, would have been motivated to do so since it is suggested by Tetsuro in paragraph 85. 
As per claim 34: 

McManis and Tetsuro substantially teach the method of claim 29. Furthermore, Tetsuro 
teaches the method wherein automatically executing the executable file causes the second 
workstation to print information on a printer, i.e. execute code at a device in communication with 
the second workstation (par. 154). 
As per claim 35: 

McManis and Tetsuro substantially teach the method of claim 29. Furthermore, Tetsuro 
teaches the method automatically executing the executable file causes the second workstation to 
execute code included as an attachment to the email (par. 10-11). 
As per claim 37: 

McManis substantially teaches the method comprising transmitting an email from a first 
workstation to a second workstation (fig. 1, elements 102, 1 10, 103); and if the executable 
instruction is present, then automatically executing, at said second workstation, the executable 
instruction (fig. 6, element 632). Not explicitly disclosed by McManis is automatically 
examining, at said second workstation, the email to determine if an executable instruction is (i) 
within a body of the email or (ii) within an attachment to the email. However, Tetsuro teaches 
that the email can be present in the body of the email or as an attachment to the email, thus it 
must be determined where the executable instructions reside in the email in order to execute 
them. Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person in the art at the time the invention was 
made to modify the method disclosed in McManis to examine the email to determine if the 
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executable instructions are within the body of the email or in an attachment to the email. This 
modification would have been obvious because a person in the art at the time the invention was 
made, would have been motivated to do so since it is suggested by Tetsuro in paragraphs 10-11 
and 26-28. 
As per claim 38: 

McManis and Tetsuro substantially teach the method of claim 37. Furthermore, Tetsuro 
teaches the method wherein the executable instruction is a script included within the body of the 
email (par. 41). 
As per claim 39: 

McManis and Tetsuro substantially teach the method of claim 37. Furthermore, Tetsuro 
teaches wherein the executable instruction instructs the second workstation to print a document 
(par. 154). Not explicitly disclosed by McManis or Tetsuro is printing a document to a specific 
printer. However, McManis teaches that one of the functions that can be performed is setting a 
default printer for printing purposes. Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person in the art 
at the time the invention was made to modify the method disclosed in McManis and Tetsuro to 
print the document to a specific printer. This modification would have been obvious because a 
person in the art at the time the invention was made, would have been motivated to do so since it 
is suggested by McManis, col. 7, lines 24-36. 
As per claim 41: 

McManis and Tetsuro substantially teach the method of claim 37. Furthermore, 
McManis teaches the method wherein the executable instruction instructs the second workstation 



Application/Control Number: 09/774,844 Page 17 

Art Unit: 2137 

to execute a routine located within a network to which the second workstation is connected (col. 
7, lines 23-50). 
As per claim 42: 

McManis and Tetsuro substantially teach the method of claim 37. Furthermore, Tetsuro 
teaches the method wherein the executable instruction instructs the second workstation to print a 
document attached to the email (par. 154). 

IX. Claim 3 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over McManis U.S. 
Patent No. 5,680,461 and Tetsuro, J.P. Pub. No. 2000-162926 as applied to claim 29 above, and 
further in view of Terao U.S. Patent No. 6,389,121. 
As per claim 3 1 : 

McManis and Tetsuro substantially teach the method of claim 29. Not explicitly 
disclosed by McManis or Tetsuro is the method wherein automatically executing the executable 
file causes the second workstation to print a document located within a network that is accessible 
to the second workstation. However, Terao teaches printing an image accessible to the second 
workstation when the image must be stored due to the printer being inoperable at the time the 
information was initially sent for printing. Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person in 
the art at the time the invention was made to modify the method disclosed in McManis and 
Tetsuro to automatically execute printing a document accessible to the second workstation. This 
modification would have been obvious because a person in the art at the time the invention was 
made, would have been motivated to do so since it is suggested by Terao in col. 9, line 56 - col. 
10, line 19. 
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X. Claim 36 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over McManis U.S. 
Patent No. 5,680,461 and Tetsuro, IP. Pub. No. 2000-162926 as applied to claim 29 above, and 
further in view of Tanno U.S. Patent No. 5,960,177. 

As per claim 36: 

McManis and Tetsuro substantially teach the method of claim 29. Furthermore, 
McManis teaches the method wherein said executing step performs a routine in said controlled- 
access network (protected side 109 of fig. 1) identified in said message in col. 2, lines 1-22. Not 
explicitly disclosed by McManis is a method wherein automatically executing the executable file 
causes the second workstation to execute a file resident within a network, the file being 
accessible to the second workstation but not within the second workstation. However, Tanno 
substantially teaches the execution of a routine resident in said controlled-access network 
identified in said message. Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify the method disclosed in McManis and Tetsuro to 
incorporate a means to execute a routine resident in the controlled-access network as identified in 
the message. The modification of the message containing a routine to be executed that is 
resident in the controlled-access network would have been obvious because a person in the art at 
the time the invention was made, would have been motivated to do so since it is suggested by 
Tanno in col. 10, lines 1-21. 

XI. Claim 40 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over McManis U.S. 
Patent No. 5,680,461 and Tetsuro, J.P. Pub. No. 2000-162926 as applied to claim 29 above, and 
further in view of Terao U.S. Patent No. 6,389,121. 

As per claim 40: 
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McManis and Tetsuro substantially teach the method of claim 37. Not explicitly 
disclosed by McManis or Tetsuro is the method wherein the executable instruction instructs the 
second workstation to print a document in a specific format. However, Terao teaches the print 
information being formatted before it is printed. Therefore, it would have been obvious to a 
person in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the method disclosed in McManis 
and Tetsuro to instruct the second workstation to print a document in a specific format. This 
modification would have been obvious because a person in the art at the time the invention was 
made, would have been motivated to do so since it is suggested by Terao in col. 11, lines 17-31. 

^References Cited, Not Used 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

1. US Patent No. 6,766,458 

2. US Patent No. 6,725,268 

3. US Patent No. 6,681,246 

The above references have been cited because they are relevant due to the manner in which the 
invention has been claimed. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Nadia Khoshnoodi whose telephone number is (571) 272-3825. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F: 8:00-4:30. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Emmanuel Moise can be reached on (571) 272-3865. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




Nadia Khoshnoodi 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2137 
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